
Before the Bo~trd of Zoning Adjustment, D.C. 

Apneals # a 9 1  & # 8 ~ 9  National Bank of Washington, Robert and Donald Nash, 
Trustees, appellants. 

The Zoning Administrator Dis t r ic t  of Columbia, appellee. 

On motion duly made, seconded and carried with Yi. Hatton not voting the 
following Order was entered on October 19, 1965: 

ORDERED : 

That the  app a l s  f o r  a variance from the FAR requirenlents of the R-5-A 
Distr ic t for  a variance from the use provisions of t h e  R-2 Dis t r ic t  t o  permit a 
conbined FAR of 1.1 on the en t i r e  subject s i t e ;  for  pemission t o  park on l o t s  
other than the l o t s  upon which the main buildings a re  loca?>ed, and f o r  permission 
t o  park anywhere upon the l o t s  upon which the main buildings a r e  located on the 
west s ide of Benning Rd. between G and H Sts., 47th S t ree t  and east  of G Street ,  
S.E., l o t s  292 t h r u  295, 273 thru 280, 824, 253 thru 256, 150 t h r u  168, 169 thru 
172, 67, 812, 49 t h r u  64, 65, 66, 2, 800, 801, 3, 231 thru 238, 247 th ru  252, square 
5359; on east  side of 47th Street ,  north of G Street ,  S.E., l o t s  99 thru U8, 
square 5358, be granted. 

A s  the r e su l t  of an inspection of the  pmperty by the Board, and f romthe  
records and the evidence adduced a t  the hearing, t he  Board finds the  following 
facts:  

(1) Appellant s property consists of three parcels of land along Senning 
Road with portions of sa id  land being located i n  the R-5-A Dis t r ic t  and in the  
R-2 Distr ic t .  The proposed buildings w U, be located on the R-5-A D i s t r i c t  
land and the R-2, which will be cmputed i n  the t o t a l  FAR requested, w i l l  be 
used primarily f o r  off-street  parking. 

(2) This general area was the  subject of a case before the  Zoning Commission 
i n  Apri l  of 1965 requested the extension of the  R-5-A Dis t r ic t  t o  include t h i s  
R-2 property. The Zoning Ad~iisory Council i n  t h a t  case submitted the following: 

"The exis t ing zoning l i n e  on west side and subject o f th i s  propo~ed amendment 
was established along l o t  and a l l e y  l i nes  which a re  poorly re la ted  t o  t h e  
topography. The proposed change would place t h e  zoning boundary i n  a more 
r e a l i s t i c  r e l a t i  onship with the topography and the way the land can be developed. 
I n  other w ~ r d s , ~ t h e  odd parcels of land now zoned R-2 and requested f o r  change slope 
sharply toward Benning Road with numerous i r r egu la r i t i e s  and can be most logical ly  
developed i n  cohjunction with the Benning Road frontage now zoned R-5-A." 

(3) Exhibit #1 showing proposed layout of t h i s  development which indicates 
approximately 519 apartments; a t o t a l  parking area f o r  519 automobiles; with an 
FAR of 1.1 and a percentaye of l o t  ocverage of 20%. 

(4) "mib i t  #13 is statement giving estimated costs f o r  s t o m  and sani tary 
sewers f o r  approximately 156,200.00. 

(5) Exhibit #12 is statelnark of excavation required for  approximately 150,000 
cubic yards and 1oce.tion of disposal a t  $1.75 per cubic yard f o r  a t o t a l  of 
$162,500.00. 



(6)  Exhibit #U is a statbment of Charles E. Reed, ScD giving t h e  
construction cost per uni t  f o r  t he  proposed apartments. 

(7) Appl lan t  s t a t e s  t ha t  these appeals should be considered as  one e n t i r e  s i t e  
fo r  t he  pro~osed projectand because of the exceptional topography, shape, location, 
s o i l  bearing quality, s t r e e t  pattern,  and s p l i t  zoning of t he  en t i r e  s i t e ,  a 
developnent and use according t o  strict applica&on of t h e  Zoning Regulations 
would be impossible and cause an exceptional and undue hardship upon the owner. 

(8) Exhibit fl i s  l e t t e r  from Frederick W. Berens, Inc. s t a t i ng  t h a t  
loans could not be made on the basis of a 28 inch h i& re t a in ingwa l l  costing 
$45,000 t o  $50,000 together with excess excavation costs and storm drainage 
i n  t h e  amount of approximately $UO,l5O,OO. 

( 9 )  Appellant s t a t e s  t h a t  the  grantin,? of t h i s  appeal is  not inconsistent 
with the in ten t ,  purpose, and in t eg r i t y  of t h e  zone planand the  preservation 
of public in te res t .  He s t a t e s  t h a t  t h e  proposed buildings w i l l  cover only 20% 
of t h e  encire s i t e ,  while zoning permits a 40% coveral:e. He fur ther  s t a t e s  
t h a t  except f o r  t h e  long term low r a t e  loan persently available from the  
Federal Government f o r  t h i s  project  under Sect, 221d (3)  of t h e  National Housing 
Act, the project  would be unfeasiable. 

(10) There was no objection t o  t h e  granting of t h i s  appeal registered 
a t  t h e  public hearing. The Benning-Ridge Civic Association has gone on record 
i n  favor of the  granting of t h i s  appeal. 

It i s  the  opinion of t h e  Board t h a t  due t o  the shape, tography, location, 
s o i l  bearing qua l i ty  and t h e  s p l i t  zoning on the  e n t i r e  s i t e ,  together with 
costs  f o r  re ta ining walls, excess excavation and storm drainage requirements, 
t h a t  appellant has proven a hardship within the provisions of Section 8207.U. 
of t h e  Zoning Regulations, The Board a l so  recognizes the  report  of the  Zoning 
A visory Council on t h i s  property i n  which it f e l t  t h a t  some type of r e l i e f  could 
b i  afforded through Board of Zoning Adjustment action. 

The Board f e e l s  t h a t  the  r e l i e f  granted i s  fair and equitable t o  appellant, 
and t h a t  this development a s  shown by plans on f i l e ,  can be granted without 
substant ia l  detriment t o  the  public good and without substant ia l ly  impairing 
the in ten t ,  purpose, and in$egrity of t h e  zone plan a s  embodied in the  zoning 
regulations and maps. We are  fur ther  of the opinion tha t  a denial  of t h i s  
request would r e su l t  i n  peculiar and exceptional p rac t ica l  d i f f i c u l t i e s  t o  or 
exceptional and undue hardship upon the appellant, 


